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just improperly placed. Neither of us is
trained in these areas. You are chal-
lenging a fundamental tenet of how we
do National Science Foundation re-
search. If you truly believe that the
most cost-effective use of this body’s
time, and that we are qualified to use
our time in that fashion, is to, one by
one by one, review National Science
Foundation grants for our considered
and qualified judgment of the appro-
priateness of those grants, it seems to
me that that is a bit of a stretch. It
seems to me that you are really mak-
ing a political statement.

If the political statement you want
to make is we should spend the tax-
payers’ dollars wisely, I, 100 percent,
agree. You may not know it, and prob-
ably don’t, that we are working with
the National Science Foundation to es-
tablish a letter actually that scientists
that receive public grants would have
to sign saying they understand the
money came from the taxpayers, they
are committed to doing research that
is well designed and ethically high
quality and that is relevant.

The problem for us, in this brief time
we have here and lacking expertise in
the field, is it is really presumptuous of
us on either side to say I can either at-
tack or defend. I would yield time to
either of you if you want to tell us
what your personal qualifications are
in the area of expertise of any of these
studies, and I will hold you to it. What
personal qualifications do you have in
the broad area of this study to speak to
that study?

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. We are
qualified by virtue of the fact that we
have been elected by people in our dis-
tricts to be stewards of their money.
As I said, this is not a question of
whether or not these things have aca-
demic merit within a field of aca-
demics. It is a question of whether they
are worthy of spending taxpayer money
in that area. I think they are not.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Reclaiming
my time, Mr. Chairman, I yield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. BAIRD. Let me just share with
the gentleman the dangerous path you
are on. There was a study some time
back dealing with the sex life of the
screw worm, perhaps aptly noted. The
sex life of the screw worm, that would
be pretty tempting to come to the floor
and say, by God, why are we spending
taxpayer dollars studying the sex life
of screw worms? The reason being that
that research saved the cattle industry
millions of dollars by eliminating a
parasite that deposited eggs in the pla-
centa of newborn cows.

We don’t have the knowledge. We are
indeed stewards of the taxpayers’
money, which is why we created the
National Science Foundation, why we
are very careful about designating how
the peer-review process works, and,
quite frankly, why we shouldn’t mess
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with that peer-review process. If we
truly want to be stewards of the tax-
payers’ money, which I believe all of us
want to be, then our best approach is
to delegate some of the decision mak-
ing about where some of that money is
spent to those who best know the
realm in which the research is spent. It
is precisely because I believe in the
task of being a steward of the taxpayer
dollars that I oppose the general pur-
pose of the amendment.

I understand you are trying to save
money. I just don’t think our best way
to do so is by micromanaging either
this or most of the other foundations.

And I thank the gentleman from Vir-
ginia for yielding.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Just a couple of points and then I

will yield.
I agree with the gentleman that in
some respects, perhaps, this body

should not be engaged in microman-
aging various aspects of the Federal
Government where we do not have ex-
pertise.

Earlier today, and in just the past
week, we had a complete debate on
that subject of whether this body, all
535 Members, were in appropriate posi-
tion to micromanage the war, and I
think some of us thought that we were
not in the best position but that we
should have, just as you are suggesting
here, the trained professionals, the ex-
perts, the people on the field who are
engaged in this activity on a daily
basis make those decisions.

So I would agree with the gentleman
there. And if we were to have consist-
ency, then we should not be engaged in
that matter and we should not be en-
gaged in this case.

Let me make my second point and
that is this: It is not incumbent upon
the gentleman from California to be
the expert in these areas that he is
raising questions about. The under-
lying bill is not the gentleman from
California’s bill. It is the majority par-
ty’s bill. It is your bill. You are coming
to the floor making the case, or I
should say the other side of the aisle,
as I am speaking to the Chair, making
the case that we should be spending all
this money on these programs. So it is
incumbent upon the offerer of the un-
derlying legislation to make the case
why we should be doing it and have the
information why each one of these is
justified so that when either the gen-
tleman from California or Georgia
raises the legitimate question, the
same question that we are going to get
when we go back to our constituents
and are asked why did we vote on it, he
should be making the justification for
that.

With that, I will yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from New Jer-
sey for his comments. And he is mak-
ing a very apt point.

And I appreciate the comments of my
good friend from Washington, who said,
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and I think it got down correctly, ‘“We
are neither trained nor have expertise
in this area.” And you are absolutely
right. But consistency is a wonderful
thing and inconsistency is a challenge.
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I would suggest that none of us are
pure in this area, but my good friend
talks about we ought to delegate deci-
sionmaking to authorities who have
expertise, and we should. As a physi-
cian, I am compelled and have strong
affinity for all of the advocacy groups
that come to my office, as I know they
come to yours, and advocate on behalf
of specific diseases. Most recently this
week, the folks who have suffered
under the scourge of breast cancer have
come, and they are asking for more re-
sources. And I always suggest to them
that it is appropriate for those deci-
sions to be made by individuals at the
National Science Foundation, at the
CDC, at the National Institutes of
Health. But, in fact, what my good
friend from Washington does all the
time, in his capacity in Congress, is to
determine exactly what that line item
ought to be from an appropriations
standpoint.

As a physician, the medical profes-
sion has suffered under the decisions
that have been made in this Chamber
and in the Chamber on the other side of
this building because individuals
thought they had greater expertise in
the area of health care. And as my
good friend from New Jersey clearly
stated, and appropriately stated, that
just this week we’ve been dealing with
folks who believe they have greater ex-
pertise in the area of military com-
petence and battles than our generals
on the ground.

So I would suggest, Mr. Chairman,
that my good friend from Washington
is absolutely correct, that we ought to
delegate in certain instances, but we
ought to also utilize the prerogative
that we have and the responsibility
that we have as representatives in this
body, representatives of our districts,
and make certain that we are good
stewards of the taxpayers’ money.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. EHLERS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

First of all, I'll make a deal with
you; I won’t make any judgments
about medical research if you don’t
make judgments about NSF research.

The point of this really is that you
cannot predict what will result from
the research; that is the idea behind
basic research.

Years ago when I was a graduate stu-
dent at Berkeley, we were spending tre-
mendous amounts of money to examine
the behavior of elementary particles,
protons, neutrons, mesons, and so on.
And no one, even in the scientific com-
munity, could ever imagine any prac-
tical use for that. But later on the re-
sults from doing that research led to
the development of a CAT scanner and



